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Abstract

K

Piaget seeas res?ect for mcral rules as rooted in a mixture -

of fear and love. While the first component is evidenced in

stage descriptions of moral developmént in the Kohlberg tra-

n‘-Q S ’
dition, Fhe second has beccme a favorite for alternative con-

Ceptions of morality. It is argued tha* the concept of

. justice cannot be separated from feelings and that positive

-

concern for others plaf a2 major role in the understanding
of obligations. Empirical data are presented which“show
that Kohlberg's description of Stage One and Stage Two of
mdral reasoning is too narrow to adeﬁuately represent the

early development of interpersonal-moral concern.
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The problem

Ccgnitive-structural research on moral development in the-
Kchlberg traditdon has.been variously criticized for its
emphasis on concepts of justice and fairness and, as a con-

sequence, for its neglect.of-other moral concerns. Moreover,
juétice has been interpretéd as a concept detached from'
feelihgs and affective bonding'in relétionships. Clearly,
noral feelings and bonding playv a major role in Kohlberg's\
cenception of Stacge 3 moralikeasoning. It:is only at ‘this
stage‘wheﬁ the persbn ﬁas established a moral perspective

as a member of relationships aﬁd begins to uphold moral norms
for'tﬁe sake of relationships. According to Kohlberg., moral
rules remain somewhat external to tne person at the first two
stages, where develqpment proceeds from Stage 1 rule obedience
backgd up by fear of punishment té a prudentialilyv motiQated
mocéel of fair exchange at the éecond stage. Thus it §eéms
tnau there are no truly social precursor= oi/ﬁtage 3 con-

vtions of interpersonal loyalty. It is this conclusion

which has aroused controversies as documented in the work




of Hoffman (1982, 1984), Gilligan (1982) and’gthérs and has
even led touthe somewﬁat‘qﬁéstionéble étgempt to differenti;te
a'morality of justice from an iﬁterpersonal morality,(Haaniv
et al., 1982).

‘ Piaget (1932) proposed that respect for rules is grounéed

in a mixture of fear and affection - an idea which is in basic

P 4

agreement with Freud's theory'of morality. While Kohlberg's
déta, especially when looking at.the first stage, séem to
represent the'authoritarian half qf’Piaget's heritage, wé _ -
want to consider the other‘sidg of the coin. )

In the present research we purport to show that‘development

of moral reasoning is intricately connected with the develop-
ment of the undgrstanding of what it means to stand in a re- '
‘lation ship (Hamlyn, 1974) and that moral de?elopment reflects
péocesses of affective bonding to (significant) others. The
study uses promise-keeping as an example of a fundamental
principle regulating human interaction in terms of fairness and
" care. Promise-keeping represents one of the moral isgues o

w

assessed by Kohlberg as an important aspect of justice reason-
ing under the hea&ing of "contract, trust aqd justice in e;;
change" (1976; 43) . In two moral dilemma sitﬁationse the Joe
and the parallel Judy di}emmay a promise has beén given by
parent to child, with the parent bféaking the promise. While
‘the moral conflict presentéd in that dilemma is a specific one,
reasons for promise-keeping are explpred in a general gnd’
decontéxtualized way. The two specific questions for which

the recant manual gives stage~specific coring examples -are

“Is it important to keep a prcmise" and "Is it important to

\

\
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keep a‘promise to someone you don't know andﬁprobably won't

see again“h ?hese questions are congruent with fhe aim to
assess universal morél principles, but-it neglects an iﬁpg;tant
aspect of moral development: On the one hand, universal moral
rules may be learned as particular, situétion—specific rules
With generalization itself a developmental achievement. Thus,
.analysis of the responses listed as criterion judgments in -
Kohlberg's scoring manual shsw that subjects at’the lower

stages tend to refer to aspects of the concrete SLtuatlon,

while subjects at hlgher stages provide more general re‘lectlons,
mostly abstractlng fzom the concrete moral dllemma experience.
On the other hand .the apollcatlon of unlversal moral rules
alwayvs requires situation specific gon51derat;ons for their
application. Eveﬁ meral philosophy allows for'the differéntia-‘
tion of obligations aad responsibilities with regard to what

we owe to everyone and what we owe to Fhose with whom we stand
" in spesial’relationships (see Richards, 1971;-Rawls, 1971).

1We'hypothésize that the contextualization of moral rules in

the specific conditions of a situation is an important factor in
eliciting : the reasons or motives for upholdiﬁg it. Youniss'
(1980[ research, -in” agreement with Piaget's early work, provides
clues‘that the power structure of relationshiés is a context
.,diffe;entiating moral development. While in authority (e.g:,
parent-child) relatioﬁships ‘obedience ﬁolrulss is the dominant
regulating pattsrn, rélstisnships of equality (e.g., peer relaT
tions) are characterized by reciprocity. Since Kohlberg's

dilemmas assess promise keeping in the context of an authiority

S




relationship, the”duestion‘arises.whether the types of reasons

glven for promise-keeping, espec1ally at the lower stages, are
influenced by the context of the sltuatlon. leen Younlss

oy
results, the assessment ‘of moral reasonlng in a situation that

not
is “structured 1n terms of power or authorlty is of spec1al
importance to broaden our understanding of the developmental

roots of the morality of promise keeping.

Subjects and Procedure

30 children (15 boys, 15 girls) were interviewed longitudi-=

¢

nally (ages 7, 9 and 12) about a hypothetical but experiental

and affectively meaningful friendship dilemms based on Selman's

" friendship story. The pfotagonist has to decide whether to

heep a:promise given to the best friend or to accept an invi;.
tation from a third child who_has only’recently-mohed into»the )
neiéhborhood. Various inte:personal-moral‘and non—morai |
aspects increase the complexity'of the situation. The inter-
view assesses descriptive and prescriptive aspeots of the
diffetentiation and coordination of perspectives with regard

to various components of social and moral cognition. These
include thinking about (1)‘action choice(s) and motivating
reasons, (2) consequences of tke violation of interbersona?-
moral obligations for those concerned inclu@ihg the self (in
terms of moral feelinés), (3) the regulation of such)éonse-
quences, and (4) the evaluation of action-choice(s) in terms
of\moral rightness. Three developmental levels of interpersonal-
moral awareness are constructed on the basis of these components

(Xeller, 1984; Keller & Reuss, 1984) Consistent with Xohlberg's




(see Colby et al., 1979) and Selman's (1980Y‘app§oach, these
levels are organized in terms of the processe; of perspective
differentiation andA;oofdination that constitﬁte the cognitive
structure underlying morai meaniﬁg making (see table 1).

These levels r;present-thefframe for the specific anélyses in
the present study. | .

~Within each level two types of neasbns are analyzed in

detail: a) Reasons given for the action‘choice‘té isﬁZy the f“;
" 4 o

~ friend as prémised and b) the moral evaluation of the hypothé-
o .
t;ca; action choice (going to tQé movie or ép friend), Level
of interpersonal moral awareness was scored -as éither full"
stage or‘transitional between two stages. Interrater agreement ..

between three raters varied between 80 % and 100 %.

Results

Table 2 ;hows the age-specific distribution of the ievels
of interpersonal moral awarsness. ‘

Analysis of’longitudinéi c.:ange pdatterns (table’3) evidence.-
only two cases of regression while most children show.age.re-
-lated prbgression.‘ In what follows I shall présentathe types
of reasons for action choices and moral evaluéﬁion oL choices
'on egch level; At level 0 < which in bur data is only represgnted

at the transitional level 0/1 - the'only type of reason for the

decision‘to go to the friend is Eedoniétic (fun to play with

matchbox cars). Questions of moral evaluation of choices are

not yet understood.

At level 1 and 1/2 thrsze types 6f reaspns ars used to justify

-

the decision: (a) the rslzationship (being friends and liking to

o : | o /
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L play with each other, (b) empathetic feelingeiresulting

from the relationship knot wanting friendbéone alone),

{c) avoidance of negative consequenoes (friend wouldn't

play with he; any more if_sne didn't come). Having g;ven a
promise %s hardly mentioned as reason for decision, while |
friend's expectations {because she's waiting) are referred to.

With regard to moral evaluation going to the friend is evaluated

ae right decision. However, in mest caéeé.only'global evalu-
ations can be given (not nice, bad to léave someone out),
whereas reasons for'such_enaluetions cannot yet be provided.
References to consequences do occur at times (friend‘would

~

be angry).

At level 2 normative aspects of the situation such as-

"having given a promise" and "nbt wanting to betray" is

one iméortant type of reasons for the decision to go to the

friend. As before, a second type refers to the nature of the

-

,relationship: The facé of being best’ friend and having been

frlends for a long time is a frequent reason for the decision,’

also offered as.a second order reason for tne w15h to act as -
promlsed. Among the relationshlp—based reasons empatheth
concerns (friend would feel unhappy, left out) and poseible
conseouences of ‘the decision fof the relationship (unpleasent
to break off the relatlonshlp) are frequently mentioned.

The same classes of reasons are given in the context of

moral evaluation. They refer either to the obligatory nature

of the promise or to the binding force of friendship. A few

. examples for both types follow: It is fight to go to the




_gffignd because she had‘said so; because she had firmly in-

’ ”

tended it and because it woduld be betrayal if she didn't go;'
because they are best friends;‘or old friends, it would not
be right to betray or leave out an old friend.

At level 2/3 and 3 subjects spontaneously tend to take a

morél perspective in the context of decision making. Thus
;eagons for decision include,: or are based on; moral evalua-
tions., Reasons refer to the obligatory character of promise-
keeéing”(that one mus: keep promises, has to keep one's word).
.. -

Again the nature of the relationship constitutés the background
for the moral obligation: a promise given to a bgst friend
generates a sense of mora; necessity because it Signals trust
and dependability and thus does not admit exceptions. Not to
hurt friénd's feelings'and not to destroy the harmony and inti-
macy of the relaéionshipvfunctipn as major action-guiding
motives. Besides these rather general maxims situétion-sper
cific arguments begin to pla§ a role: Friend'shconcrete
feelings and needs (e.g., her jealousy of the new child and -
her need to talk about a éroblem) constitute both good and
obligatory reasons for degision. |

Compared to the precedinj level at ich only the decision
to go to the friend was judded as rig;:%K;hbjects now frequently
point out that it is not right to leave out the third child,
who is new in the neighSorhood and has no friends. However,
considering the specific conditions ofithe situation, the
obligation and responsibility toward the friend is éiven

o .
(moral) precedence over those toward the third person. Further-



more, at thlS level an understandlng that oblmgations are nego-

tiable beglns to appear. However, achievmng consensus ‘with the
v

friend about a potentlal change of the action plan is percelved
[
as aosolutely obllgatorv. - ‘ )

’ . N ]

Diseuésion ' ' N

fhe results of this study provides evidenee that children's
concepts of morality are part of their ﬁnderStanding of actions,
persons and reiations. The developinq ehildxbecomes‘increasing—
ly. aware ef thé rules that govern interactions getweeq ﬁeréons.
Moral rules such aS'promiee-keeping_become relevant on the
basis of two sources of egperieace: on the one_ﬁand they are
transmitted as explicit rules in socializatbry interaction.
On the other hand, their meaning is establiehed*in'the very
excerience of interaetien.ﬂ Learning to understaad obligations
ané responsibilities -in a friendship may be a far more subtle
process éhan learning explicit moral rules. Accofding to our
data a first step of moral development consists %n'the emergence
of a basic’ awareness of concepts of rightness. They are under-
stood as "quasi-obligations" which are‘based on the regulafities
of established actlon patterns (Keller & Reuss, 1984¥} At the
second leVel concrete. rules (such as having to keep one's promiseS)
become significant in the context of the relationship.

At these first two levels the reasons for action and moral
evaluation are .clearly distinct from those derived in the context

of the Kohlbergian dllemnas. Neither does fear of punishment

play a predominant role at the first level nor do we flnd the

R -
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tybe of‘concréke.reciprocity reasoning which is charécteristic )
for Stage 2 justice reasoning. ‘What we see is the emérging
conception of a self thch graéuélly cqﬁes to plan and evaluate
actions with regard to the expectations and feelings of others
with whom he of she stands in a relationship. ' .
As,to the next developmeﬁtal level there is @grked agreement
‘between Kohlberg's Stage 3 reasoning and what we have characte-
rized as level 3 interpersonal-moral awareness. At this level
a:generAlizéd set of expectancies. about behavior ;n relation-
ships has developed:which can be subsumed under the norm of

reciprocity. The maintenance and respect for trust and loyalty

to a friend are a predominant moral concern at this level.

-

Preliminary analysis of intefviews with older children
show that a the next ievei the application of a universal
roral rule like promise-kseping is based on reflecéion~of the
particularities of the situation given. On the basis of genera.
norms of interaction - how one ought to act in order to main-
tain : relationship - the legitimacy of interests and\expecta-
tions of all persons involved, including the self, can be
svstematically weighed against each other with the goal to
establish a rationally motivated consensus. <

The conceg}ion of a moral self asrpart of the relationship
which is characteristic of Stage 3 justice r;asoning in our
rasearch thus can be shcwn to have precuréors that are
cenuinely social ané relationship-oriented. More than Piaget's

and Kohlberg's work, our data show how the process’ of develop-
P

~aat represents the process of socialization into relation-




*
- —

ships.‘ ﬁoreovér, whiie Piaget (1952; éttributes the déﬁam;cs
of moral developmené rainly §9 cogqitive conflict due to con- ]‘
‘ flicting claims among eqqa&é(?n peer interactions, our subjects
disclose an alterndtive source of the dynémic; the emerging
éwarenésé of obligations implied by the very nature of
affective bonds between pet;éns. This does not imply ¢k§ender
. ’/7p;pecific morality of care and responsibility (Gilliéén, 1982),
nor doés it imply that the nature of morality, in eéJ&nce,
is affective, not cognitive,/és variou$ authors have maintained,
?otb in philosophiqal and ésychologic aﬁalj§%§. "In shorE{
our data suggest that \an often overlooked source of morality
is.thé person's'reﬁlizatioqxof what it (morally) means to r

stand in a relationship; +this realization is grounded- in ,

affection and involves the consciousness of the affetive

boné.
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‘Levels of interpersdnal-moral awareness: developmental progression,

stability and regression at three measurement points

B Levels 9 year olds ~
Levels " )
7 vear olds 1/2 2. - 2/3 N
0/1 3. 1 0 4
1 2 8 2 12
1/2 0 5 0 5
|
2 5 2 9
N 19 4 30
Levels 12 year c¢lds.
Levels ‘ )
9 vear olds <27 2/3 . 3 N
1/2 5 1 1 7.
2 7 8 4 19
o |
2/3 ///?/// A 4 | 0 4
/ //l |
N 12 f 13 , 5 30
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